STATE OF CALI FORNI A
DECI SION OF THE
PUBLI C EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS BQARD

CALI FORNI A SCHOOL EMPLOYEES
ASSOCI ATI ON AND I TS SAN JUAN
CHAPTER 127,

Charging Party, Case No. S-CE-1179
PERB Deci sion No. 679
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V.
SAN JUAN UNI FI ED SCHOOL DI STRI CT,

Respondent .

St i e e it s

Appear ances; Marcia Rice, Field Representative, for California
School  Enpl oyees Association and its San Juan Chapter 127;

Di ana D. Hal penny, General Counsel, for San Juan Unified Schoo
District.

Bef ore Hesse, Chairperson; Craib and Shank, Menbers.
DECI SI ON

HESSE, Chairperson: This case is before the Public
Enpl oyment Rel ations Board (Board) on appeal of a dism ssal by
a Board agent of an unfair practice charge. Charging party,
California School Enployees Association and its San Juan
Chapter 127, alleges that respondent, San Juan Unified Schoo
District, violated section 3543.5(a), (b), and (c)! of the
Educati onal Enpl oynent Relations Act (EERA) by discrimnating

against certain bus drivers with respect to assignnent of work

'EERA is codified at Governnment Code section 3540 et
seq. Section 3543.5 provides, in pertinent part, as follows:

It shall be unlawful for a public schoo
enpl oyer to:



on a new project.

On June 7, 1988, the general counsel's office of this
agency requested that this case be remanded for further
investigatibn. The Board has adopted a procedure whereby the
general counsel's office conducts a routine review of cases
di sm ssed by Board agents. As the Board noted in response to a

simlar request in California State Enployees' Association

(Morrow) (1986) PERB Decision No. 568-S, the purpose of the
review procedure is to mnimze, and hopefully reduce,
appel late litigation pronpted by inadequacies in the processing
of unfair practice charges. A request for remand reflects the
general counsel's reasoned conclusion that further
investigation would serve that purpose. W conclude that the
request for remand should be granted.

Therefore, upon review of the entire record, we find that
the case is appropriately REMANDED to the general counsel for

further investigatory proceedings. It is so ORDERED

Menmbers Craib and Shank joined in this Decision

(a) inpose or threaten to inpose reprisals
on enpl oyees, to discrimnate or threaten to
di scrim nate against enployees, or otherw se
to interfere with, restrain, or coerce

enpl oyees because of their exercise of

rights guaranteed by this chapter.

(b) Deny to enployee organizations rights
guaranteed to themby this chapter.

(c) Refuse or fail to meet and negotiate in
good faith with an exclusive representative.



